REMARKS 

This application, as amended herein, contains claims 1 
- 3, 6, 7, 15, 20 - 23, 26, 27, 35, 40 - 45, 48, 49, 57, 
and 62. Claims 4, 5, 8 - 14, 16 - 19, 24, 25, 28 - 34, 36 
-39, 46, 47, 50-56, and 58 - 61 have been canceled. 

The undersigned thanks the Examiner for noting the 
objection with respect to claim 31. The objection is now 
moot, as claim 31 has been canceled. 

In response to the various rejections, independent 
claims 1, 21 and 43 have all been amended to provide not 
only for sampling portions of the speech, and providing 
portions in reverse order, but for changing at least one of 
amplitude and frequency of the masking signal at variable 
intervals (see for example, original claims 10 and 11, for 
support) . Applicants' invention, as set forth in the 
independent claims, by sampling and providing portions in 
reverse order, and also changing at least one of amplitude 
and frequency at variable intervals, provides a masking 
signal that is effective, relatively easy to produce, and 
clearly obscures original speech. Nothing in the prior aet 
teaches or suggests this multifaceted approach to providing 
a masking signal. 

The Examiner has noted in the office action, at page 
4, paragraph 9, that Resnick does not disclose that the 
speech masking signal is produced by sampling portions of 
the speech and providing the portions in reverse order. 
However, the Examiner than relies on Clark. It is 
respectfully submitted that Applicants' invention as set 
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forth in independent claims 1, 21 and 43 is simply not 
suggested by the prior art. Clark's suggestion of reverse 
order is tenuous at best. What Clark says about reverse 
order seems to be subcyles III, I and II (Clark, column 7, 
lines 59-60. Reverse order clearly would be III, II and 
then I. It is thus submitted that Clark is of limited or 
no import with respect to what is recited in claims 1, 21 
and 43 . 

Hillis et al. teach rather complex signal processing, 
including selection of speech segments randomly or by 
classification and identification procedures dependent on 
frequency. There is no teaching or suggestion of using 
speech in reverse order, and certainly no teaching or 
suggestion of changing at least one of amplitude and 
frequency of the masking signal at variable intervals. Thus 
Hillis et al . , adds nothing to Resnick or Clark that 
renders Applicants' invention obvious. 

It was previously noted that Applicants' invention 
may, in hindsight, seem simple, but the test for 
obviousness must look forward, and not backward. At the 
time the invention was made, there was simply no teaching 
or suggestion of sampling the speech, and using portions in 
reverse order and changing at least one of amplitude and 
frequency of the masking signal at variable intervals, to 
provide a speech masking signal. Thus, it is respectfully 
submitted that claims 1, 21 and 43, as amended herein, are 
directed to patentable subject matter. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that the 
rejections of claims 1, 21 and 43 should be withdrawn. 
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The remaining claims depend from one of claims 1, 21 
and 43. These claims include further recitations, which in 
combination with those in the independent claim from which 
they depend, are not disclosed or suggested in the art of 
record. While the Examiner has pointed out what is these 
claims is in the cited prior art, there is no teaching or 
suggestion that these limitations may be combined with 
those recited in claims 1, 21 and 43. Thus, for the 
reasons set forth above with respect to claims 1, 21 and 
43, it is submitted that these claims are also directed to 
patentable subject matter. 

For example, reference is made to dependent claims 15, 35 
and 57, which provide for sampling portions of the speech; and 
providing the portions in reverse order and with a 
predetermined time delay. This provides yet a third level of 
complexity of the masking signal for obfuscation of the 
original speech. The prior art, whether taken alone or in 
combination, does not teach or suggest Applicants invention, 
a* set forth in dependent claims 15, 35 and 57. 

In view of the allowable nature of the subject matter 
of all of the claims, if the Examiner cannot issue an 
immediate allowance, it is respectfully requested that the 
undersigned be contacted to resolve any remaining issues. 
Enclosed is a $120 check for a one-month extension of time. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David Aker, Reg. No. 29,277 
23 Southern Road 
Hartsdale, NY 10530 
Tel. 914 674-1094 
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Fax 914 479-5304 



